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OPINION 932

POLYGNATHUSHINDE, 1879 (CONODONTA): REFUSAL TO USE
THE PLENARYPOWERS

RULING. —The use of the plenary powers either to designate a type-species

for Polygnathus Hinde, 1879, or to designate a neotype for Polygnathus dubius

Hinde, 1879, is hereby refused.

HISTORY OF THE CASE (Z.N.(S.) 1796)

The present case was presented to the office of the Commission in March

and April 1967 in the form of two alternative proposals. A proposal for the

designation of a type-species for Polygnathus was submitted by Gilbert Klapper,

Maurits Lindstrom and Willi Ziegler; the alternative proposal for designation

of a neotype for the present type-species of Polygnathus, Polygnathus dubius,

was submitted by Klaus J. Miiller and David L. Clark. The applications were

sent to the printer on 3 May 1967 and were published on 20 September 1967 in

Bull. zool. Nomencl. 24 : 239-243.

Public Notice of the possible use of the plenary powers in the present case

was given in the same part of the Bulletin as well as to the other prescribed

serial publications (Constitution Art. 12b; Bull. zool. Nomencl. 21 : 184) and to

two palaeontological serials.

The proposals of Klapper et al. were supported by Dr. David Mason, Dr. J.

Helms {Bull. zool. Nomencl. 25 : 5) and Prof. F. H. T. Rhodes. An objection

by Dr. C. W. Sabrosky (ibid. 24 : 328) was largely answered by Dr. John W.
Huddle {ibid. 26 : 8-9), who proposed that the Commission take no action, thus

enabling Dr. Huddle to designate a neotype which would be in accordance with

the Code. Prof D. L. Clark {ibid. 26 : 71) disagreed with Dr. Huddle.

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION
On 13 November 1969 the Members of the Commission were invited to

vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (69)49, in Part 1 either for

or against the use of the plenary powers to preserve Polygnathus in its accus-

tomed sense, and in Part 2, for either Alternative A (the designation of a type-

bpecies for Polygnathus as set out in Bull. zool. Nomencl. 24 : 241) or for

Alternative B (the designation of a neotype for Polygnathus dubius as set out in

Bull. zool. Nomencl. 24 : 243). At the close of the prescribed voting period on

13 February 1970 the state of the voting was as follows:

Part 1. Affirmative votes —ten (10), received in the following order:

Obruchev, Alvarado, Jaczewski, Lemche, Tortonese, Binder, Bonnet, Ride,

Forest, Brinck.

Negative votes —thirteen (13): China, Yokes, Eisenmann, Mayr, Simpson,

Holthuis, do Amaral, Sabrosky, Starobogatov, Melville, Evans, Kraus, Mertens.

Part 2. For Alternative A—three (3): Alvarado, Bonnet, Brinck.

For Alternative B—seven (7): Obruchev, Jaczewski, Lemche, Tortonese,

Binder, Ride, Forest.
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Voting Papers not returned —one (1): Munroe.

The following comments were made by Commissioners in returning their

votes:

Prof. H. E. Vokes (19.xi.69): "The Huddle proposal will be the only one

fulfilling the requirement that the neotype be from the type locality, and in-so-far

as possible, from the type horizon."

Mr. E. Eisenmann (l.xii.69): "My reason for voting against the use of the

plenary powers is that a zoological question exists: what was the lectotype of

P. dubiusl Dr. Huddle says it was actually a P. foliatus. Dr. Clark says

several competent specialists who studied it do not agree. Let us hear from

them before voting."

Dr. C. W. Sabrosky (19.i.70): "There seems to be much more than first

meets the eye in this case. The remarks of Clark (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 26 : 71)

cast a shadow that should be cleared up before the Commission can fairly

consider the merits of the two appUcations. I have consulted Dr. Huddle and

have examined the photographs he has, and can report as follows:

"1. Fortunately he had had photographed the plate of the lectotype, both

in side view and in ventral view with the outline of the plate completely exposed,

before further preparation and before additional stereoscan photographs were

requested, during which the specimen was accidentally lost.

"2. Comparing those photographs with photographs of Polygnathus dubius,

sensu authors, it is obvious that the narrow, elongate form of the type was not

at all like the broad, foliate form of dubius of authors.

"3. Dr. Huddle cannot be certain of the identity of the type because the

surface ornamentation of the plate had not yet been exposed, but from the

even, non-serrate margin, especially as seen in lateral view, he believes that it

was "probably" the species hitherto known as P. foliatus Bryant.

"4. Contrary to Clark's additional point (1) (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 26 : 71),

Dr. Huddle states that no other conodont specialists saw the type between the

time it was partially prepared, exposing the outline of the plate, and the time it

was inadvertently lost in the vacuum preparation for the stereoscan photography.

Dr. Clark can only have referred to earlier study by specialists. It is true that

according to applicants Klapper et al. (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 24 : 240), the

lectotype "is an indeterminate fragment" (actually their paragraph 9 impUes a

whole specimen chiefly hidden in a shale matrix) and 'Conodont specialists

who have studied Hinde's material are agreed in this conclusion'. However,

hidden as the type was until Huddle's preparation, speciaUsts were in no
position to identify P. dubius, no matter how competent they were. Huddle is

to be commended for painstakingly preparing the type so that it could be studied.

"5. The possible inference in Clark's words that Huddle might have

destroyed the type is unwarranted, as a very embarrassed photographer in the

U.S. Geological Survey can testify. These accidents are unfortunate, but they

can and do happen in stereoscan photography. SpeciaUsts would be well

advised, especially in dealing with type material, to have photomicrographs

made, or stereoscan photographs at several times or at an early stage, as Huddle
wisely did.

"From Huddle's report (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 26 : 8) and from his photo-
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graphs, it is clear that P. dubius s.str. is congeneric with P. dubius of authors,
and is even in the same species group, the decorosus Stauffer complex. Appli-
cations on the basis of a threat to the stability of Polygnathus are therefore

unjustified ; there is no threat. Application of the specific name dubius would
be changed, but dubius had already been abandoned, by Ziegler et al. (1964), as

a nomen dubium. This was repeated by Klapper et al. (1967, Bull. zool.

Nomencl. 24 : 240). Obviously, there is not the 'worldwide accepted concept
off. dubius" postulated by Clark (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 26 : 71).

"I am informed that the subzone designation 'Polygnathus dubius zone' dates
only from Ziegler (1962), and paleontologists will certainly realize that this is

an infinitesimal amount of time. No great amount of usage is involved.

"I believe that both applications should be denied, and that competent
conodont specialist Huddle should be left free to designate a neotype —if indeed
it be considered 'essential for solving a complex zoological problem' —in

conformity with his best judgment from his study of the lectotype and the
existing photographs of it. These photographs and his description show
clearly (1) that the type-species designation proposed by Klapper et al. is un-
necessary, and (2) that the neotype suggested by Muller and Clark is not con-
specific with the lectotype."

Mr. R. V. Melville (4.ii.70): "I think the Commission should refrain from
any action at this stage. The next step must be for specialists to agree on a
neotype (there was apparently disagreement over the identification of the lost

lectotype) and then to see whether reference to the Commission is necessary."

CERTIFICATE
I certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (69)49 were cast as set out

above, that neither of the proposals set out in that Voting Paper has been
adopted, and that the decision so taken, bdng the decision of the International

Commission, is truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 932.

R. V. MELVILLE
Secretary

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature

London
20 April 1970
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